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Abstract 
The question whether animal populations are top-down and/or bottom-up controlled has motivated 
a thriving body of research over the past five decades. In this review I address two questions: 1) how 
do top-down and bottom-up controls influence large herbivore populations? 2) How do human 
activities and control systems influence the top-down and bottom-up processes that affect large 
herbivore population dynamics? Previous studies suggest that the relative influence of top-down vs. 
bottom-up control varies among ecosystems at the global level, with abrupt shifts in control possible 
in arid and semi-arid regions during years with large differences in rainfall. Humans as super-
predators exert top-down control on large wild herbivore abundances through hunting. However, 
through fires and livestock grazing, humans also exert bottom-up controls on large wild herbivore 
abundances through altering resource availability, which influences secondary productivity. This 
review suggests a need for further research, especially on the human-induced top-down and bottom-
up control of animal populations in different terrestrial ecosystems. 
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Introduction 
Top-down and bottom-up processes are thought to play important roles in the control of large 
herbivore populations in terrestrial ecosystems [1-4]. However, the strength and role of such processes 
may vary spatially and temporally [5, 6]. Moreover, human activities can potentially affect both top-
down and bottom-up processes in terrestrial ecosystems. Humans are a keystone species that alters 
terrestrial ecosystem structure and composition through actions such as setting fires and livestock 
grazing (human-induced bottom-up control), and by acting as a generalist super predator able to top-
down harvest any animal species regardless of body mass [7, 8].  
 
Moreover, globally, ecosystems are under pressure as a result of human population increase and 
climate change [7, 9]. For instance, biodiversity in tropical countries is under increasing threat from 
illegal resource use, poaching, habitat fragmentation, encroachment into wildlife areas, high variability 
in weather patterns and disease occurrences, which all alter the natural control processes of large 
herbivore populations [10-12]. Such threats have led to increasing debates on the appropriate 
approach for the conservation of both evolutionary processes and the ecological viability of 
populations [13, 14]. For example, some recent approaches emphasize large-scale conservation of 
mosaic landscapes with different habitats, exemplified by ecosystem-based management policies for 
transboundary conservation areas or transfrontier conservation areas in southern Africa [15]. 
However, some conservationists argue that conservation efforts should target the fine scale such as 
genes, populations and species [13].  
 
Human activities are, however, influenced by policy instruments, incentives and other control systems 
to mitigate impacts of human activities on large herbivore populations [16]. For example, in most 
tropical countries integrated development and conservation projects (ICDPs), including community-
based natural resources management programmes, have been implemented in areas bordering 
protected areas to promote poverty alleviation, rural development and wildlife conservation through 
sustainable use of natural resources [17, 18]. However, the effectiveness of ICDPs in meeting the 
desired objectives still needs evaluation given the diversity of conservation projects throughout 
tropical countries [e.g., 19]. 
 
Improving our knowledge about the role of natural and human-induced top-down and bottom-up 
controls of large herbivore populations in terrestrial ecosystems is, therefore, vital in advancing 
scientific knowledge and in the long-term management and conservation of ecosystems. In this review 
I focus on terrestrial ecosystems and address two questions: 1) how do top-down and bottom-up 
controls influence large herbivore populations? 2) How do human activities and control systems 
influence the top-down and bottom-up processes that affect large herbivore population dynamics? 
 
Population control in ecosystems 
The relative importance of top-down and bottom-up processes in the control of both aquatic and 
terrestrial organisms has been a subject of research and considerable debate among ecologists [3, 20-
22]. In 1960, Hairston et al. proposed a simple conceptual model for the dynamics of terrestrial 
communities. They suggested that communities consisted of four groups of organisms (carnivores, 
herbivores, plants and detritivores), and that their trophic interactions explained why green plants 
dominate the earth and also why organic biomass does not accumulate. Briefly, Hairston et al. [20] 
argued that plants dominate natural communities because carnivores control herbivore abundance, 
thereby freeing vegetation from herbivore control. Hairston et al. [20] also suggested that detritivores 
were resource-limited, thus preventing accumulation of organic matter on a global basis. This simple 
framework suggested that carnivores and detritivores were limited by competition and that herbivores 
were controlled by direct predation, and that carnivores indirectly influenced plant abundance. The 
overall perspective was that ecological communities are controlled by processes whose effect flowed 
down the food chain; this was later termed top-down control [5].  
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The alternative view of bottom-up control was the implicit partner of succession theory as developed 
by plant ecologists [23]. This perspective held that since plant primary production fueled the animal 
biota, plants, along with nutrients and light, controlled animal communities from the bottom of the 
food chain upward to higher trophic levels [24]. This perspective was, however, not widely accepted 
by ecologists, perhaps because, in part, plant and animal ecologists interpreted the term ‘control’ 
differently, but also because examples could be cited that supported either perspective [25]. 
Moreover, in the 1960s, populations of some species of large carnivores declined due to 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) use [26], hence, predators role in top-down control of large 
herbivore populations was viewed as minimal. However, in the 1980s and especially 1990s the 
populations of several predator species increased following the ban of DDT use in the late 1980s [27]. 
 
The current understanding is that both top-down and bottom-up processes influence the size of wild 
herbivore populations [2, 28]. Their respective strengths vary between different ecosystems, and their 
relative importance can vary spatially and temporally, with possible abrupt shifts in top-down and 
bottom-up control occurring over time [6, 28]. Abrupt shifts in top-down and bottom-up control may 
occur in arid and semi-arid ecosystems with strong inter-annual variation in rainfall [29]. In prevailing 
dry years, resource-limited conditions lead to strong bottom-up control because of reduced plant 
productivity, and perhaps reduced seed and insect resources. During wet years, biotic interactions 
become more important as the abundance of consumers increase and the forces they exert on lower 
trophic tiers become more prominent; consumers have a greater effect on their resources, and top-
down control prevails [6].    
 
Top-down population control of large herbivores in terrestrial ecosystems 
Predation plays a key role in controlling populations of large herbivores (>5 kg body weight) in tropical 
ecosystems, especially the non-migratory species, illuminating one of the features defining the 
landscape of fear that large ungulates exist within [30, 31]. Top predators may structure a whole 
community by initiating a trophic cascade [32]. A trophic cascade occurs when a consumer influences 
at least two other trophic levels, such as when a predator limits the populations of its prey, which in 
turn limits the populations of its own prey [31]. For example, several North American studies have 
reported cascades where top carnivores, such as wolf (Canis lupus), cougar (Puma concolor) or grizzly 
bear (Ursus arctos), affect ungulate density and foraging patterns, with indirect, positive effects on 
plant species or communities [22, 33, 34]. Recent evidence, however, suggests that: i) there is little 
consensus on the occurrence of trophic cascades in terrestrial ecosystems, ii) trophic cascades are 
quite variable, and iii) trophic cascades are influenced by ecological complexity of the community and 
anthropogenic influences, thus challenging past findings on the role of large carnivores in ecosystems 
[35]. 
 
The widespread extinctions of top predators as a result of hunting (pursuing a living thing for food, for 
sport or for trade), persecution by humans, and habitat loss have changed terrestrial ecosystem 
structures through mesopredator release associated with trophic cascades, where increased 
abundances of medium-sized predators may have detrimental effects on prey communities [36, 37]. 
For example, populations of red fox (Vulpes vulpes), a mesopredator, have increased following the 
decline of top predators such as wolves and Eurasian lynx (Lynx lynx) due to agricultural expansion in 
Sweden [38]. The mesocarnivores, small to midsized species (<15 kg) are generally more numerous 
and diverse than larger carnivores and often reside in closer proximity to humans [39].  
 
Among the African savanna herbivores, Sinclair et al. [30] have argued that populations of smaller-
bodied species are controlled by predation, whereas populations of larger-bodied species (≥150 kg) 
are limited by forage availability. The relative body size strongly determines: a) relative kill success for 
particular size classes of prey species and b) dietary dependency on different body size ranges of prey 
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[4, 40]. Only above a body mass of around 1,000 kg do mammalian herbivores become generally free 
of predation, except on immature animals, and hence are almost solely food-limited [4, 40]. 
 
Bottom-up population control of large herbivores in terrestrial ecosystems 
All trophic levels are potentially limited by availability of food resources [24]. Contrary to top-down 
control, Slobodkin [41] argued for a bottom-up control that follows the classical laws of 
thermodynamics, i.e., energy is transferred and converted to potential energy through radiant energy 
to green plants and finally to a chain of organisms. Therefore, biomass production at all trophic levels 
is ultimately dependent on the quantity and quality of resources comprising the basal trophic level 
[42]. Thus, changes at the bottom of the food web can have an effect on the entire food web. In most 
natural communities, densities of large herbivores drop sharply during inclement seasons, e.g., 
temperate winters, or following major disturbance such as flood, fire, landslide or drought [43]. High 
rainfall variability is an important factor influencing the population dynamics of large herbivores, 
operating directly on individuals and through its effect on forage characteristics [44]. Preisser [42] 
suggests that the bottom-up effects of increased productivity at the basal trophic level may influence 
the strength of top-down control in a system and the patterns of biomass accumulation at subsequent 
trophic levels.  
 
Population control in species-poor and species-rich terrestrial ecosystems 
The relative importance and strength of top-down and bottom-up controls on mammal populations 
differ between species-poor and species-rich terrestrial ecosystems. Species-poor ecosystems are 
largely characterized by low secondary productivity [45], and predator-prey systems with only one 
major predator and a few prey species, such as in temperate woodlands and tundra [46]. In these 
ecosystems, it is suggested that bottom-up control of prey is dominant, with a few exceptions of top-
down control of prey [28]. Although population control of prey by their predators, for instance, in 
North America and Canada, may result in regular periodic fluctuation in population size (cycles), 
bottom-up processes are still key to those fluctuations [47]. However, recent evidence suggests less 
strong small herbivore cycles associated with a reduction in winter population growth across Europe, 
although the role of bottom-up processes responsible for cyclicity have not been lost [48].  
 
Species-rich ecosystems, or high diversity systems of large mammal herbivores and carnivores, are 
mostly associated with tropical savannas [49]. In species-rich ecosystems, large predators exploit a 
wider range of prey sizes, very large herbivores being less affected by predation [50, 51] and smaller 
ungulates having many more predators than larger ungulates. Thus, smaller ungulates experience 
more predation and are potentially predator controlled whereas large herbivores (≥150 kg) are mostly 
bottom-up controlled [4, 28, 52]. 
 
The human factor on top-down and bottom-up control in animal communities 
a). Top-down control: human influence 
Recent studies suggest that humans precipitated the extinction of large carnivores and herbivores in 
many parts of the globe through combined direct (hunting) and perhaps indirect impacts, for example, 
competition, habitat alteration and fragmentation [53, 54]. On continents worldwide, about 90 genera 
of mammals weighing ≥44 kg have disappeared [55]. Under the overkill hypothesis, extinction occurs 
because hunting causes death rates to exceed birth rates in prey species [56]. It has been suggested 
that anthropogenic factors such as selective hunting of large mammals by recently arrived humans 
played an important role in the extinction of the megafauna in North America, South America and 
perhaps other landmasses, compared to the minor role that changes in climate and vegetation played 
at the end of the Pleistocene [53, 56, 57]. Similarly, Charles Kay developed an "aboriginal overkill" 
hypothesis, which asserts that prehistoric wildlife numbers were low, a consequence of hunting by 
Native Americans who numbered 100 million or more in pre-Columbian North America, resulting in 
the suppression of wildlife numbers and allowing wildlife browse to proliferate [58]. However, other 
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authors have criticized Kay's “aboriginal overkill” hypothesis, largely based on lack of convincing data 
[e.g., 59].  
 
Human hunting, therefore, merely adds to the cumulative number of deaths by some critical amount, 
and the extinction could be sudden or gradual. Hunting in most countries is subject to rules and 
regulations that hunters must abide by, and any violations are punishable by law [e.g., 60]. The extent 
of human hunting impacts on large herbivore populations in terrestrial ecosystems varies with rainfall, 
secondary productivity, abundance and diversity of large herbivores in biomes [Fig. 1, 61, 62, 63]. 
Species that have slow life histories [64], for example, most large bodied herbivores, would be more 
susceptible to extinction under any environmental or anthropogenic impact that target slow breeders 
[55]. For example, in much of tropical forest ecosystems in Africa and Latin America, populations of 
many large-bodied wildlife species have already declined or were extirpated because of habitat loss 
and hunting, leaving a fauna predominantly characterized by fast life histories, i.e., small-bodied and 
rapidly reproducing species [65-68].  
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. A schematic representation indicating the top-down and bottom-up controls of human activities (at global 
biome level) particularly on wild large herbivore community in the arctic, temperate grasslands, tropical savannas and 
tropical rainforests. Data sources: Barnes and Lahm [61], Du Toit and Cumming [62], Sala et al. [63]. Notes: H = high 
negative impact, M = medium negative impact, and L = low negative impact. Impact refers to negative human 
influence on specifically wild large herbivore populations and composition occurring in the various biomes, if and only 
if the outlined respective biome characteristics are satisfied. 
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Across much of the globe, humans have reduced the range of large carnivores through widespread 
poisoning, trapping and hunting [69, 70]. In addition, the loss of top predators due to human 
persecution alters trophic cascades, which may lead to habitat degradation, species loss and even 
ecosystem collapse [8, 71, 72]. Human-introduced diseases have also altered the natural top-down 
controls through death of some large carnivores. For example, following the introduction of canine 
parvovirus in Isle Royale, United States of America, wolf populations declined, resulting in a switch 
from top-down to bottom-up control of the moose (Alces alces) population [73]. Similarly, the lion 
(Panthera leo) population in Ngorongoro Crater, Tanzania, has become unusually vulnerable to 
infectious disease in recent years owing to its close proximity to a growing human population, thus, 
altering the strength of the top-down control in the ecosystem [74]. 
 
b). Bottom-up control: human influence   
i) Vegetation fires 
Besides biotic interactions, external factors such as fire are also considered to be important 
determinants in shaping large herbivore assemblages. Vegetation fires are a common and predictable 
feature of the world’s grasslands, savannas, Mediterranean shrublands and boreal forests [75, 76]. The 
extent of fires and their impacts in an ecosystem is largely determined by rainfall and its interaction 
with herbivory and human activities (Fig. 1). Despite the important ecosystem role played by fire, 
human activities have altered natural fire regimes relative to their historic range of variability, affecting 
both the primary production of ecosystems and the strength of bottom-up controls of large herbivores. 
Moreover, fire may cause nitrogen loss and affects net primary productivity in ecosystems, particularly 
in the savannas [77].  
 
Recent studies suggest that fires do exert a bottom-up control on large mammal communities. For 
example, Klop and van Goethem [78] suggest that the response of herbivore communities to fire is 
likely to be the compound effect of various factors, including changes in habitat structure, resource 
selection patterns, predator avoidance and biotic interactions such as competition. In addition, the 
effects of fire on ungulate community structure may depend on the time of burning in the season, the 
extent of burning and the availability of other high-quality grass swards on, for example, grazing lawns 
and floodplains. Thus, during the dry season and on a local scale, savanna fires are a major factor 
governing ungulate community structure [78]. Further, Klop and Prins [79] concluded that species 
richness and assemblage composition of grazers in African savannas are largely governed by 
anthropogenic fires that modify the quality and structure of the grass sward. 
 
ii) Livestock rearing 
With domestication of animals, agriculture brought about a major shift in the interactions between 
humans and their surroundings (Fig. 1). Herds of domestic animals, often composed of single species, 
have replaced more diverse indigenous herbivore communities over very large areas [80]. Previous 
studies suggest that livestock grazing may cause a significant reduction in the standing crop of forage, 
and that high diet overlap between livestock and wild herbivores, together with density-dependent 
forage limitation, may result in resource competition and decline in wild herbivore populations, 
especially in Africa and Asia [81-83]. 
 
Natural resources management systems 
The increasing pressure on native animal populations from expanding human and livestock 
populations and settlements, have resulted in native large herbivore species and their habitats being 
conserved within a few types of land property regimes: state (or public), private, and communal [84]. 
The conservation and management of native large herbivore species and their habitats also occur in 
various mixed types and models in different areas, largely determined by varying institutional types 
and systems, as well as different forms of governance models. Protected areas are places where major 
threats can somehow be managed and are the most important tool for biodiversity conservation 
Mongabay.com Open Access Journal - Tropical Conservation Science Vol.6 (4):493-505, 2013 
 
 
 
Tropical Conservation Science | ISSN 1940-0829 | Tropicalconservationscience.org 
499 
throughout the world, as well as providing economic and cultural benefits [85]. Protected areas include 
national parks and biological reserves, and mostly encompass diverse animal species [86]. Private 
wildlife management areas include game farms and conservancies [87].  
 
Community-based natural resources conservation initiatives have been implemented in some wildlife 
areas in order to reduce unsustainable exploitation of wildlife and human-wildlife conflicts, whilst also 
providing local communities with conservation benefits or incentives [88]. For instance, the Communal 
Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) is a government initiative 
designed to stimulate long-term development, management and sustainable use of natural resources 
in Zimbabwe's communal farming areas adjacent to state protected areas [89]. Under CAMPFIRE, local 
communities realize financial benefits from the management of local natural resources, including 
wildlife [90]. However, presently there is little evidence that community-based conservation 
programmes have reduced or even stabilized the amount of illegal activity or human-wildlife conflicts, 
primarily because these programmes fail to offer sufficient incentives for local communities to stop 
utilizing wildlife illegally, and also fail to reduce costs from conflicts with wildlife [17, 91]. The 
effectiveness of the CAMPFIRE programmes remains largely unknown due to the differences in human 
communities and the recent policy changes in Zimbabwe following the land reforms that occurred 
since 2000. 
 
 
Control systems on human activities in natural resources management  
Man’s interactions with nature are based on a mix of slowly developed social norms and expectations, 
and increasingly on more rapidly developed short-term incentives and controls [92]. Control is a deeply 
entrenched aspect of contemporary human societies, i.e., human behavior is controlled through laws, 
incentives, threats, contracts, and agreements [92]. Control systems are defined here as the formal 
and informal rules, regulations, laws, social values and belief systems (or dominant beliefs) that orient 
and influence human behavior in general (including hunting, grazing, using fire, among others). In 
wildlife areas, policy instruments are designed to change human behavior in order to minimize its 
impacts on natural resources. Rowcliffe et al. [93] suggest that since hunters will not comply 
voluntarily, the protection of vulnerable species can only take place through effective enforcement, 
for example, by wildlife authorities restricting access to protected areas, or by traditional authorities 
restricting the sale of protected species in local markets. This suggests that law enforcement is crucial 
in curbing unsustainable and illegal exploitation of animal populations [60, 94]. 
 
Leeuwis and van den Ban [16] outline an instrumental model of policy intervention characterized by 
two important and interrelated features which can be important in understanding human behavior 
changes. The first feature is that policy intervention take place after the goals and corresponding 
policies have been defined, in order to persuade as many people as possible to accept a given policy. 
The second feature is that communication is used deliberately as a policy instrument (in conjunction 
with other instruments) in order to steer and direct human behavior, which is thought to be largely 
predictable [16, also refer to the ‘sorting scheme’ in Fig. 2]. From Fig. 2, a distinction is made between 
‘non-voluntary’ (or ‘compulsory’) and ‘voluntary’ behavior.  
 
Compulsory behavior arises from coercion (top-down enforcement) that derives from laws and 
regulations or constraints caused by restrictive provisions (e.g., a game fence) [16]. For example, 
hunters may be restricted by punishments, from fines and prison terms to social sanctioning, 
depending on the enforcement system [95]. On the other hand, voluntary behavior can either be 
internally or externally motivated [16]. Externally motivated voluntary behavior originates from 
material and social circumstances or financial impulses (e.g., group pressure, provisions and financial 
(dis)incentives, including income generation from tourism ventures and selling of local products to 
visitors) brought by the corresponding policy instruments. Internally motivated voluntary behavior 
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may arise from reasoned opinions (e.g., a conviction that hunting or setting unprescribed veld fires is 
not proper) that can be influenced by communicative intervention [16], for example, through 
awareness or educational programmes [96]. 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2. The relationship between communicative intervention and other policy instruments aimed at 
stimulating human behavioral change, for example, human activities that affect large herbivore populations. 
Policy instruments are indicated in bold. Source: Leeuwis and van den Ban [16]. 
 
 
Implications for conservation 
Primary productivity is largely influenced by rainfall and soil fertility, with primary production 
regulating large herbivore population through the classic bottom-up process of resource limitation 
[see 4]. However, the quantity of primary production is negatively influenced by herbivory and fire. 
Moreover, human activities can potentially affect both the top-down and bottom-up processes in 
natural ecosystems.  
 
I suggest some predictions for future research to test, associated with Figure 1. First, related to human-
induced top-down control; human hunting is predicted to have a: i) high negative impact on large 
herbivore populations in tropical rainforests and temperate grasslands, ii) medium negative impact on 
large herbivore populations in tropical savannas, and iii) low negative impact in arctic ecosystems. 
Second; anthropogenic fires are predicted to have a: i) high negative impact on primary production in 
tropical savannas, ii) medium negative impact on primary production in temperate grasslands, and iii) 
low negative impact on primary production in tropical rainforest and arctic ecosystems. Third; livestock 
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grazing is predicted to have a: i) high negative impact on primary production in tropical savannas and 
temperate grasslands, and ii) low negative impact on primary production in tropical rainforests and 
arctic ecosystems. 
 
In conclusion, human impacts are likely to be more severe in tropical areas with high human population 
densities and high poverty, where human settlements are close to protected areas, and in areas with 
societal unrest, such as wars and political unrest [10, 60]. Thus, an understanding of institutional policy 
instruments may also provide a means of mitigating the negative impacts of human activities in and 
around wildlife conservation areas. 
 
Acknowledgements 
I am greatly indebted to Prof. H.H.T. Prins, Prof. C. Leeuwis, Dr. I.M.A. Heitkönig and anonymous 
reviewers for valuable comments and suggestions which helped improve this manuscript. This 
research was funded by the International Research and Education Fund (INREF) of Wageningen 
University, The Netherlands. 
 
References 
[1] Banse, K. 2007. Do we live in a largely top-down regulated world? Journal of Biosciences 32:791-
796. 
[2] Grange, S. and Duncan, P. 2006. Bottom-up and top-down processes in African ungulate 
communities: Resources and predation acting on the relative abundance of zebra and grazing 
bovids. Ecography 29:899-907. 
[3] Kay, C. E. 1998. Are ecosystems structured from the top-down or bottom-up: A new look at an old 
debate. Wildlife Society Bulletin 26:484-498. 
[4] Hopcraft, J. G. C., Olff, H., and Sinclair, A. R. E. 2010. Herbivores, resources and risks: Alternating 
regulation along primary environmental gradients in savannas. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 
25:119-128. 
[5] Hunter, M. D. and Price, P. W. 1992. Playing chutes and ladders: heterogeneity and the relative 
roles of bottom-up and top-down forces in natural communities. Ecology 73:723-732. 
[6] Meserve, P. L., Kelt, D. A., Milstead, W. B., and Gutiérrez, J. R. 2003. Thirteen years of shifting top-
down and bottom-up control. BioScience 53:633-646. 
[7] Vitousek, P. M., Mooney, H. A., Lubchenco, J., and Melillo, J. M. 1997. Human domination of Earth's 
ecosystems. Science 277:494-499. 
[8] Estes, J. A., Terborgh, J., Brashares, J. S., Power, M. E., Berger, J., Bond, W. J., Carpenter, S. R., 
Essington, T. E., Holt, R. D., and Jackson, J. B. C. 2011. Trophic downgrading of planet earth. Science 
333:301-306. 
[9] Vörösmarty, C. J., Green, P., Salisbury, J., and Lammers, R. B. 2000. Global water resources: 
Vulnerability from climate change and population growth. Science 289:284-288. 
[10] Lindsey, P. A., Balme, G., Becker, M., Begg, C., Bento, C., Bocchino, C., Dickman, A., Diggle, R. W., 
Eves, H., Henschel, P., Lewis, D., Marnewick, K., Mattheus, J., Weldon McNutt, J., McRobb, R., 
Midlane, N., Milanzi, J., Morley, R., Murphree, M., Opyene, V., Phadima, J., Purchase, G., Rentsch, 
D., Roche, C., Shaw, J., Westhuizen, H. V. D., Vliet, N. V., and Zisadza-Gandiwa, P. 2013. The 
bushmeat trade in African savannas: Impacts, drivers, and possible solutions. Biological 
Conservation 160:80-96. 
[11] Bradshaw, C. J., Sodhi, N. S., and Brook, B. W. 2008. Tropical turmoil: a biodiversity tragedy in 
progress. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 7:79-87. 
[12] Laurance, W. F. 2007. Have we overstated the tropical biodiversity crisis? Trends in Ecology & 
Evolution 22:65-70. 
[13] Schwartz, M. W. 1999. Choosing the appropriate scale of reserves for conservation. Annual Review 
of Ecology and Systematics 30:83-108. 
Mongabay.com Open Access Journal - Tropical Conservation Science Vol.6 (4):493-505, 2013 
 
 
 
Tropical Conservation Science | ISSN 1940-0829 | Tropicalconservationscience.org 
502 
[14] Peres, C. A. and Terborgh, J. W. 1995. Amazonian nature reserves: an analysis of the defensibility 
status of existing conservation units and design criteria for the future. Conservation Biology 9:34-
46. 
[15] Hanks, J. 2003. Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) in Southern Africa: their role in 
conserving biodiversity, socioeconomic development and promoting a culture of peace. Journal of 
Sustainable Forestry 17:127-148. 
[16] Leeuwis, C. and van den Ban, A., 2004. Communication for rural innovation: Rethinking agricultural 
extension. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. 
[17] Barrett, C. B. and Arcese, P. 1995. Are integrated conservation-development projects (ICDPs) 
sustainable? On the conservation of large mammals in sub-Saharan Africa. World Development 
23:1073-1084. 
[18] Romero, C., Athayde, S., Collomb, J. G. E., DiGiano, M., Schmink, M., Schramski, S., and Seales, L. 
2012. Conservation and development in Latin America and Southern Africa: Setting the stage. 
Ecology and Society 17:17. [online] URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-04863-170217. 
[19] Gandiwa, E., Heitkönig, I. M. A., Lokhorst, A. M., Prins, H. H. T., and Leeuwis, C. In press. CAMPFIRE 
and human-wildlife conflicts in local communities bordering northern Gonarezhou National Park, 
Zimbabwe. Ecology and Society. 
[20] Hairston, N. G., Smith, F. E., and Slobodkin, L. B. 1960. Community structure, population control, 
and competition. American Naturalist 94:421-425. 
[21] Sinclair, A. R. E. and Krebs, C. J. 2002. Complex numerical responses to top–down and bottom–up 
processes in vertebrate populations. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. 
Series B: Biological Sciences 357:1221-1231. 
[22] Ripple, W. J. and Beschta, R. L. 2008. Trophic cascades involving cougar, mule deer, and black oaks 
in Yosemite National Park. Biological Conservation 141:1249-1256. 
[23] Glenn-Lewin, D. C., Peet, R. K., and Veblen, T. T., 1992. Plant succession: theory and prediction. 
London: Chapman and Hall. 
[24] White, T. C. R. 1978. The importance of a relative shortage of food in animal ecology. Oecologia 
33:71-86. 
[25] Menge, B. A. 2000. Top-down and bottom-up community regulation in marine rocky intertidal 
habitats. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 250:257-289. 
[26] Wurster, C. F. 1969. Chlorinated hydrocarbon insecticides and the world ecosystem. Biological 
Conservation 1:123-129. 
[27] Connell, D. W., Miller, G., and Anderson, S. 2002. Chlorohydrocarbon pesticides in the Australian 
marine environment after banning in the period from the 1970s to 1980s. Marine Pollution Bulletin 
45:78-83. 
[28] Sinclair, A. R. E. 2003. Mammal population regulation, keystone processes and ecosystem 
dynamics. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 
358:1729-1740. 
[29] Holmgren, M., Stapp, P., Dickman, C. R., Gracia, C., Graham, S., Gutiérrez, J. R., Hice, C., Jaksic, F., 
Kelt, D. A., and Letnic, M. 2006. Extreme climatic events shape arid and semiarid ecosystems. 
Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 4:87-95. 
[30] Sinclair, A. R. E., Mduma, S., and Brashares, J. S. 2003. Patterns of predation in a diverse predator–
prey system. Nature 425:288-290. 
[31] Sergio, F., Caro, T., Brown, D., Clucas, B., Hunter, J., Ketchum, J., McHugh, K., and Hiraldo, F. 2008. 
Top predators as conservation tools: ecological rationale, assumptions, and efficacy. Annual 
Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 39:1-19. 
[32] Ripple, W. J. and Beschta, R. L. 2004. Wolves and the ecology of fear: Can predation risk structure 
ecosystems? BioScience 54:755-766. 
[33] Fortin, D., Beyer, H. L., Boyce, M. S., Smith, D. W., Duchesne, T., and Mao, J. S. 2005. Wolves 
influence elk movements: Behavior shapes a trophic cascade in Yellowstone National Park. Ecology 
86:1320-1330. 
Mongabay.com Open Access Journal - Tropical Conservation Science Vol.6 (4):493-505, 2013 
 
 
 
Tropical Conservation Science | ISSN 1940-0829 | Tropicalconservationscience.org 
503 
[34] Peterson, R. O. 1999. Wolf-moose interaction on Isle Royale: The end of natural regulation? 
Ecological Applications 9:10-16. 
[35] Mech, L. D. 2012. Is science in danger of sanctifying the wolf? Biological Conservation 150:143-
149. 
[36] Strong, D. R. and Frank, K. T. 2010. Human involvement in food webs. The Annual Review of 
Environment and Resources 35:1-23. 
[37] Berger, K. M., Gese, E. M., and Berger, J. 2008. Indirect effects and traditional trophic cascades: A 
test involving wolves, coyotes, and pronghorn. Ecology 89:818-828. 
[38] Elmhagen, B. and Rushton, S. P. 2007. Trophic control of mesopredators in terrestrial ecosystems: 
top-down or bottom-up? Ecology Letters 10:197-206. 
[39] Roemer, G. W., Gompper, M. E., and Valkengurgh, B. V. 2009. The ecological role of the 
mammalian mesocarnivore. BioScience 59:165-173. 
[40] Owen-Smith, N. and Mills, M. G. L. 2008. Predator–prey size relationships in an African large‐
mammal food web. Journal of Animal Ecology 77:173-183. 
[41] Slobodkin, L. B. 1960. Ecological energy relationships at the population level. American Naturalist 
94:213-236. 
[42] Preisser, E. L. 2007.“Trophic Structure”. In: Encyclopedia of Ecology, Jorgensen, S. E. and Fath, B. 
D., (Eds). pp. 3608-3616.  Elsevier Press B.V., Oxford. 
[43] Duncan, C., Chauvenet, A. L. M., McRae, L. M., and Pettorelli, N. 2012. Predicting the future impact 
of droughts on ungulate populations in arid and semi-arid environments. PloS ONE 7:e51490. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0051490. 
[44] Illius, A. W. and O'connor, T. G. 1999. On the relevance of nonequilibrium concepts to arid and 
semiarid grazing systems. Ecological Applications 9:798-813. 
[45] Webster, D. and Webster, G. 1984. Optimal hunting and Pleistocene extinction. Human Ecology 
12:275-289. 
[46] Mittelbach, G. G., Steiner, C. F., Scheiner, S. M., Gross, K. L., Reynolds, H. L., Waide, R. B., Willig, 
M. R., Dodson, S. I., and Gough, L. 2001. What is the observed relationship between species 
richness and productivity? Ecology 82:2381-2396. 
[47] Roth, J. D., Marshall, J. D., Murray, D. L., Nickerson, D. M., and Steury, T. D. 2007. Geographic 
gradients in diet affect population dynamics of canada lynx. Ecology 88:2736-2743. 
[48] Cornulier, T., Yoccoz, N. G., Bretagnolle, V., Brommer, J. E., Butet, A., Ecke, F., Elston, D. A., 
Framstad, E., Henttonen, H., and Hörnfeldt, B. 2013. Europe-wide dampening of population cycles 
in keystone herbivores. Science 340:63-66. 
[49] Olff, H., Ritchie, M. E., and Prins, H. H. T. 2002. Global environmental controls of diversity in large 
herbivores. Nature 415:901-904. 
[50] Radloff, F. G. T. and Du Toit, J. T. 2004. Large predators and their prey in a southern African 
savanna: a predator's size determines its prey size range. Journal of Animal Ecology 73:410-423. 
[51] Dobson, A. 2009. Food-web structure and ecosystem services: insights from the Serengeti. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 364:1665-1682. 
[52] Fritz, H., Loreau, M., Chamaillé-Jammes, S., Valeix, M., and Clobert, J. 2011. A food web 
perspective on large herbivore community limitation. Ecography 34:196-202. 
[53] Barnosky, A. D., Koch, P. L., Feranec, R. S., Wing, S. L., and Shabel, A. B. 2004. Assessing the causes 
of Late Pleistocene extinctions on the continents. Science 306:70-75. 
[54] Surovell, T., Waguespack, N., and Brantingham, P. J. 2005. Global archaeological evidence for 
proboscidean overkill. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 102:6231-6236. 
[55] Koch, P. L. and Barnosky, A. D. 2006. Late Quaternary extinctions: State of the debate. Annual 
Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 37:215-250. 
[56] Martin, P. S. 1966. African and Pleistocene overkill. Nature 212:339-342. 
[57] Rule, S., Brook, B. W., Haberle, S. G., Turney, C. S. M., Kershaw, A. P., and Johnson, C. N. 2012. The 
aftermath of megafaunal extinction: ecosystem transformation in Pleistocene Australia. Science 
335:1483-1486. 
Mongabay.com Open Access Journal - Tropical Conservation Science Vol.6 (4):493-505, 2013 
 
 
 
Tropical Conservation Science | ISSN 1940-0829 | Tropicalconservationscience.org 
504 
[58] Kay, C. E. 1994. Aboriginal overkill: The role of native Americans in structuring Western 
Ecosystems. Human Nature 5:359-398. 
[59] Yochim, M. J. 2001. Aboriginal overkill overstated: Errors in Charles Kay's Hypothesis. Human 
Nature 12:141-167. 
[60] Gandiwa, E., Heitkönig, I. M. A., Lokhorst, A. M., Prins, H. H. T., and Leeuwis, C. 2013. Illegal hunting 
and law enforcement during a period of economic decline in Zimbabwe: A case study of northern 
Gonarezhou National Park and adjacent areas. Journal for Nature Conservation 21:133-142. 
[61] Barnes, R. F. W. and Lahm, S. A. 1997. An ecological perspective on human densities in the central 
African forest. Journal of Applied Ecology 34:245-260. 
[62] Du Toit, J. T. and Cumming, D. H. M. 1999. Functional significance of ungulate diversity in African 
savannas and the ecological implications of the spread of pastoralism. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 8:1643-1661. 
[63] Sala, O. E., Austin, A. T., and Vivanco, L. 2001.Temperate grassland and shrubland ecosystems. In: 
Encyclopedia of Biodiversity, Levin, S. A., (Ed) pp. 627-635.  Academic Press, San Diego. 
[64] Jeschke, J. M. and Kokko, H. 2009. The roles of body size and phylogeny in fast and slow life 
histories. Evolutionary Ecology 23:867-878. 
[65] Fa, J. E. and Brown, D. 2009. Impacts of hunting on mammals in African tropical moist forests: a 
review and synthesis. Mammal Review 39:231-264. 
[66] Mbete, R. A., Banga-Mboko, H., Racey, P., Mfoukou-Ntsakala, A., Nganga, I., Vermeulen, C., 
Doucet, J. L., Hornick, J. L., and Leroy, P. 2011. Household bushmeat consumption in Brazzaville, 
Republic of the Congo. Tropical Conservation Science 4:187-202. 
[67] Nasi, R., Taber, A., and Vliet, N. V. 2011. Empty forests, empty stomachs? Bushmeat and 
livelihoods in the Congo and Amazon Basins. International Forestry Review 13:355-368. 
[68] Gandiwa, E. 2011. Preliminary assessment of illegal hunting by communities adjacent to the 
northern Gonarezhou National Park, Zimbabwe. Tropical Conservation Science 4:445-467. 
[69] Laliberté, A. S. and Ripple, W. J. 2004. Range contractions of North American carnivores and 
ungulates. BioScience 54:123-138. 
[70] Tveraa, T., Fauchald, P., Gilles Yoccoz, N., Anker Ims, R., Aanes, R., and Arild Høgda, K. 2007. What 
regulate and limit reindeer populations in Norway? Oikos 116:706-715. 
[71] Berger, J., Stacey, P. B., Bellis, L., and Johnson, M. P. 2001. A mammalian predator-prey imbalance: 
Grizzly bear and wolf extinction affect avian neotropical migrants. Ecological Applications 11:947-
960. 
[72] Ripple, W. J., Rooney, T. P., and Beschta, R. L. 2010.Large predators, deer, and trophic cascades in 
boreal and temperate ecosystems. In: Trophic cascades: predators, prey, and the changing 
dynamics of nature, Terborgh, J. and Estes, J. A., (Eds). pp. 141-161.  Island Press, Washington, DC. 
[73] Wilmers, C. C., Post, E., Peterson, R. O., and Vucetich, J. A. 2006. Predator disease out-break 
modulates top-down, bottom-up and climatic effects on herbivore population dynamics. Ecology 
Letters 9:383-389. 
[74] Kissui, B. M. and Packer, C. 2004. Top–down population regulation of a top predator: lions in the 
Ngorongoro Crater. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences 
271:1867-1874. 
[75] Bond, W. J., Woodward, F. I., and Midgley, G. F. 2005. The global distribution of ecosystems in a 
world without fire. The New Phytologist 165:525-537. 
[76] Russell-Smith, J., Edwards, A. C., and Price, O. F. 2012. Simplifying the savanna: the trajectory of 
fire-sensitive vegetation mosaics in northern Australia. Journal of Biogeography 39:1303-1317. 
[77] Bond, W. J. 2008. What limits trees in C4 grasslands and savannas? Annual Review of Ecology, 
Evolution, and Systematics 39:641-659. 
[78] Klop, E. and van Goethem, J. 2008. Savanna fires govern community structure of ungulates in 
Bénoué National Park, Cameroon. Journal of Tropical Ecology 24:39-47. 
[79] Klop, E. and Prins, H. H. T. 2008. Diversity and species composition of West African ungulate 
assemblages: Effects of fire, climate and soil. Global Ecology and Biogeography 17:778-787. 
Mongabay.com Open Access Journal - Tropical Conservation Science Vol.6 (4):493-505, 2013 
 
 
 
Tropical Conservation Science | ISSN 1940-0829 | Tropicalconservationscience.org 
505 
[80] Cumming, D. H. M. and Cumming, G. S. 2003. Ungulate community structure and ecological 
processes: body size, hoof area and trampling in African savannas. Oecologia 134:560-568. 
[81] Prins, H. H. T. 1992. The pastoral road to extinction: Competition between wildlife and traditional 
pastoralism in East Africa. Environmental Conservation 19:117-123. 
[82] Georgiadis, N. J., Ihwagi, F., Olwero, J. G. N., and Romanãch, S. S. 2007. Savanna herbivore 
dynamics in a livestock-dominated landscape. II: Ecological, conservation, and management 
implications of predator restoration. Biological Conservation 137:473-483. 
[83] Bhola, N., Ogutu, J. O., Said, M. Y., Piepho, H. P., and Olff, H. 2012. The distribution of large 
herbivore hotspots in relation to environmental and anthropogenic correlates in the Mara region 
of Kenya. Journal of Animal Ecology 81:1268-1287. 
[84] Naughton-Treves, L. and Sanderson, S. 1995. Property, politics and wildlife conservation. World 
Development 23:1265-1275. 
[85] Gaston, K. J., Jackson, S. F., Cantú-Salazar, L., and Cruz-Piñón, G. 2008. The ecological performance 
of protected areas. Annual Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics 39:93-113. 
[86] Bennett, E. L., Blencowe, E., Brandon, K., Brown, D., Burn, R. W., Cowlishaw, G., Davies, G., Dublin, 
H., Fa, J. E., and Milner-Gulland, E. J. 2006. Hunting for consensus: Reconciling bushmeat harvest, 
conservation, and development policy in west and central Africa. Conservation Biology 21:884-887. 
[87] Lindsey, P. A., Romanach, S. S., and Davies-Mostert, H. T. 2009. The importance of conservancies 
for enhancing the value of game ranch land for large mammal conservation in southern Africa. 
Journal of Zoology 277:99-105. 
[88] Prins, H. H. T., Grootenhuis, J. G., and Dolan, T. T., eds. Wildlife conservation by sustainable use. 
2000, Kluwer Academic Publishers: Boston MA. 
[89] Martin, R. B. 1986. Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources 
(CAMPFIRE). Revised Version. CAMPFIRE Working Document No. 1/86. Branch of Terrestrial 
Ecology, Department of National Parks and Wild Life Management: Harare, Zimbabwe. 
[90] Fischer, C., Muchapondwa, E., and Sterner, T. 2011. A bio-economic model of community 
incentives for wildlife management under CAMPFIRE. Environmental and Resource Economics 
48:303-319. 
[91] Winkler, R. 2011. Why do ICDPs fail? The relationship between agriculture, hunting and 
ecotourism in wildlife conservation. Resource and Energy Economics 33:55-78. 
[92] Holling, C. S. and Meffe, G. K. 2002. Command and control and the pathology of natural resource 
management. Conservation Biology 10:328-337. 
[93] Rowcliffe, J. M., de Merode, E., and Cowlishaw, G. 2004. Do wildlife laws work? Species protection 
and the application of a prey choice model to poaching decisions. Proceedings of the Royal Society, 
London, B 271:2631-2636. 
[94] Knapp, E. J. 2012. Why poaching pays: A summary of risks and benefits illegal hunters face in 
Western Serengeti, Tanzania. Tropical Conservation Science 5:434-445. 
[95] Keane, A., Jones, J. P. G., Edwards-Jones, G., and Milner-Gulland, E. J. 2008. The sleeping 
policeman: Understanding issues of enforcement and compliance in conservation. Animal 
Conservation 11:75-82. 
[96] De Boer, W. F., Van Langevelde, F., Prins, H. H. T., De Ruiter, P. C., Blanc, J., Vis, M. J. P., Gaston, K. 
J., and Hamilton, I. D. 2013. Understanding spatial differences in African elephant densities and 
occurrence, a continent-wide analysis. Biological Conservation 159:468-476. 
  
 
